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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 ' aeceived & inspected

{ submit the following comments in resporse to the Localism Notice of Proposed R . A
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, ZijgsMiRVBIofRet Ro.5§-233. tﬁm@%ﬁ&

i m
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ﬁgm@m&aop 0
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

4] The FCC must not€71‘_p(4;e‘,r@giic;ss‘tgtjgm1 especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their Valties.sTilel NPRM:s*proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who'resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits.government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a‘réligious broadcaster, must present.

)] The FEGimust not:turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tithe, Proposgéd public access requirements would do so —.even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editonal decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force-reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be .
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reviey.of certain elasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
fé‘hfgiou"s‘lﬁré'a;aiaégmensa--'r-hose.who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentialfy ruinous renewal proceedings.

(8).. ; .~ Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.-Keeping-the-electricity. flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) Ly flitther restricting main_studio location choices.
Raising-costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policisSi&8ussed above. .. _ _ _ |
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking /l/ ‘e//;s,
MB Docket No. 04-233 A\ Z/d :?'

| submit the following comments in response to the z&%lﬁml}otlce of Proposed Rulemaklngq;ﬂy
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Ne: 04-238.. 2 Q ,9
98 oo/b

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especié@/ .r?eﬁai ] ;;qadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adviso boaTd_@'oposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids#mposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

[C)) - The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corfespond to theirbeliefs.could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response te LG¢aksm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .
MB Docket No. %%—:\Qa@\?ltg e ‘ FCC Mail Room

| Submlt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in M%Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC ﬁpohcres or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed ln"t PRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

@) The FCC mUSt not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chooslng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requiremenis wouid do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrfrc editorial decision-making information. The choice
.of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reportrng on such things as who produced what programs wou!d intrude on
~constitutishally-protected’ ‘editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners thgmselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinaus renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electrrcrty flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze -mche .and smallér market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

,,a,f‘f re ence wh'ehevgr ér{stu jon.is on-the air and (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
}Barsmgye@stss Vil wh-these proposals would force servige cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary fo the
public interest.

Ny ¥
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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2l .
| submit the following comments in response to the Locahim %q ice of Propos d Mai! Room

Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No."04-233.

Any new FCC rules, pohcnes or proceé"dres,xpust not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enae;éa/ wpuld do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellgloué‘ roadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals wouid
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of

. license.for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
chojce of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
goVernment agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editcrial choices.

(4). The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aljtomatlcally barred-from routine-renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public.interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Commients in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Y Sl - d
MB Docket No. 04-233 Received & Inspecte

N4
I submit the followmg comments in response to the Lafilis Notlce of Proposed Rulmiﬁgﬁtﬂg
“‘NPRM"), released Jan 24 2008, in MB Docket No..04-233, W )%14
Mail Roorm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmerﬁe ghgcpnum%er of
proposals discussed | In the NPRM if enacted, would do so - —and’ must notbeadopted. . = . o <
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espemaﬂ/ rel@ous,proadcasters to take advnce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVISOryr boaid oposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frortt "gse who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming., The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights*to air tifne. Proposad public accessrequirementis would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —and,
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

4) The FCC miust not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revidw of certain classes'of apphcants by the Commlssmners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true td their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to thelr bellefs could face long, expenstve and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staif presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking @ecewed & “’\Speeted
MB Docket No. 04-233 Zﬂﬁy 574

| submit the following comments in resﬁbﬁé@%’fﬁé‘wﬁﬁﬁm@ge of Proposed%ﬁamakmg the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 5 9 FCC Mail ﬁoom

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures myst not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would s’b‘v-gnd must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, espec1ally re ‘(’dm@ @oadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory ioard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
2) The FCC must not turn every radio statien into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

@) = ThEECC. must.not.establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rehglous b;qadcasters Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
Olif”esppno totheirbeliefscould.face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets-; as do'many -smallermarket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squéeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever. a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Commeﬂ muResponse to::ocalism Noﬂcegof»Proposed Rulema‘kmbr i

M DekErNo. 07233 " Olyye,

i \eﬁ
. 1submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem &m%o“NPRM”),
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2 : ec,e\‘l
ﬂﬁ ,1/ W I

51
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mus{ not wolate Edment rights. A r\\h%er of p 88@]5
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted would do so ~ and must not be adopted. 0 \\j\a\ é

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rell s broadcasters, to take advice frog\ people who do not share
their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board propos l\l/ilg impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share thelr cauld face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rath él allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape

their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, mcludlng the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,

especially religious programming,.is not properly dictated by any government agency — and proposals to force reporhng on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(56) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is.often a.cha‘llenge Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially ralsmg costs in two ways: {a) by requmng staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location cheices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks -- and curtailed service is contrary to the public mterest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in.Response to Localism Notice of Prﬁp‘b?é"dﬁmu;e akin .
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (mwmﬁnq
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

” \ il Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures n{g”sq M@[ﬁte /Ejrsé{\g_l%ndment rights. A numEeq 9 FM)%‘osals
(<! .

4 l .

A,

discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be ado

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share
their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board ;:{é)ggsals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t'Sharé their ?lag,es could face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences:t hfe] than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids impesition of message delivery mandates on any religion. ‘

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,

especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. -

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smailer market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. ‘Raising cosis with these proposals would force service
cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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WDFN-AM WDTW-FM » WJLB-FM » WKQI- FI\QWMMXD-FM -wnic-kmewxox-am RADIO

MR 25 P 3
March 18, 2008 59
' Received & Inspected
Chairman Kevin J. Martin "y . .
Federal Communications Commission D (’:; E”: i‘ ’ MAR 25 20[]8
445 12" Street, SW -TYED
- Washington, DC 20554 FCC Mail Rootn

In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

- Dear Chairman Martin,

On behalf of Clear Channel Radio Detroit, | am writing to inform you of the incredible support our
- - radio group. offers te our community.- Our Detroit.radio group,. which includes. WDFN-AM, WDTW-
T I‘-(M WHNIC, WDTW; WILB; WKQI; and - WMXD.is proud to go well beyond the rules mandated by
- the FCC.

L e esskSincesdanuary,~our- radio-group. has supperted the National Ad.Council.by running hundreds of
PSA announcements on “home foreclosures”... a major issue in the Detroit area. The PSA
campaign offers information on how impacted listeners can get help before they lose their homes.
In addition, we also have been proud sponsors of the Goodwill...who are currently raising
awareness with the Goodwill Motor City Bowl-A-Thon, which helps our Metro Detroit neighbors,
family and friends get back to work through, education, on the job training and skill development.
In 2007, Goodwill provided 13,753 individuals with employment and training services in Southeast
Michigan, of course we would like to see that number increase by the thousands in 2008.

Clear Channel Radio Detroit is also the radio partner for Race For The Cure...a breast cancer
awareness walk held by the Karmanos Cancer Institute in downtown Detroit every year. This year
the event will be held May 31, 2008 and is expected to draw more than 30,000 people and raise
more than one million dollars for breast cancer research. The radio group begins to air hundreds
of PSA announcements and place information, with the opportunity to register for the walk, on
their websites beginning as early as February 1s In addition, each station has an air personality
or multiple personalities that have volunteered their time to be a “breast cancer champlon and
appear at events related to the walk, as well as appear the day of the event to do meet n’ greets,
stage announcements, cheer on walkers, and much more.

Our community support for 2008 has only begun and we have several other events that happen
throughout the year...including an award nominated radiothon benefiting the Leukemia and
Lymphoma Society of America, Aids Walk Detroit, Coats For Kids, the Salvation Army Red Kettle
Campaign, and many more.

It is our pleasure and responsibility to support our community. | ask that the FCC not impose any
rules that will hamper our ability to perform these very important and valuable services.

Sincerely,

b ';l; Whe

WGl #

il Lexgesque S
PreS|dentIMarket Manager
Clear Channel Radio Detroit

' 27675 Halsted Road, Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331  248-324-5800
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'~ Comments in Response to:Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

[] ﬁ.gi( ail Roorn
1 submit the following comments in response to the Loca Mt ggof Proposed Rule ing (the
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. < 5 ‘?

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — ayig must not be adopted.

Q) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellglou% blro ters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory boar posals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religjous broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious-broadcaster, must present.

@ ThexFCC must-not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyene and everyone has
rights 16 airtime " Proposed publicraceess requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conseientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposais to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

N C)) The FCC must not.establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically. banged {rom routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of gertain;, classesof appllcants byAthe:Compmssmners ‘themselves would amount to coercion of
rel|g|ous-fbr0adc;asters*E Tl'hese wh""%slayatrue to thelr consciences and present only the messages they
corréspond to their beliefs could face long, expenswe and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

®) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleetricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a.station is on the air.and, (b) by further.restricting main studio location choices.
Raisingrcosts with these.propoesals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

- public interest.

We urge _the.-FCr_l\o_t\ to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB }?]ﬁbg:ket'No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of BFofia ;g;gr%aking
MB Docket No.04-233 Sl

- AR 25 . . .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedure usEhogyl gt: First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —a ust not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values., le(f?? NPRM.s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broa’élcg‘stéré %Lb‘ resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and "e</en loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

%) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localismlotide bt iPropdted Rilémaking R
MB Docket No. 04-233 g MAR 25 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ruﬁlﬁ‘a@nyk&%é Rootn
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

v A
Any new FCC rules, policies oﬂﬁﬁ&cﬁéﬂr&%ugpnozwglg‘e First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious brogde”gsaterf_-vih%'resﬁ advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, eﬁmplaih s an &V loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC nojsto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in responsg to the Locahsm Notlce of Proposed Rule

(the“NPRM?), réleased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, Any new FCC rﬁ“tsﬂp"@éﬁegoom

or procedures must not violate First Q@e dment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the

NPRM, if enacted, would do so — m Rdpe gﬂogteg.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not:share their values. The NPRM s proposed advisory board proposals would

impose such unconstitutional m: zious broadcasters who resist advice from those who

don’t share their values could face i mcreas ed harasshignt, complaints and even loss of license for

choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape ‘
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government,ingluding the ECC, fromd — = - ‘
MMGMMWWW’WCt jparticularly a religious broadcaster, must.present.

) ’Fhe FCC ‘must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has:rightsjto ait it ee,ZBtoposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious

e s ,broaﬁ‘é Ste coﬂscientnously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message dehvery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial declsmn-makmg information. The
choigg of prog ram ‘; ”_‘_gg especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agenc,x and@mposds to force reporting on such things as who produced what

programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routme renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory _ .
special renewal review of ¢ snf applicants by therCmrﬁﬁissmp"’thEemselves would

-~ amount t0 coemlon@ftehglous' castets 'Ehose who stay true to their‘éonsciences and
presetit only & messages they: correspond 1o their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially rmnouerenewal proceedings.

~ (5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

 stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeezemiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two
ways: (a)tby«eqmnng staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting maif studmlocauomchmces Raising costs with.these proposals would force service
cutbacﬁs —~ and:curtdiled service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt

rules, pgocedures or’pé;hcles discusséd above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin % el(we
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dock%No .04-233. FCC Mal

Any new FCC rules; policies or procedures mus‘%@tzﬁlat@’l %%ndmeﬁt“nghts: A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vqlues The NPRM §.3 posed advnsory board proposals would impose stch
unconstltutlonal mandatés.’ Religious broatcasters’ g?%dsé from those who don’t share their
‘values-could face inereased harassment, complaints and'e lcense for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, kather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

- particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where ahyone and everyone has.
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion. = B o o o
3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
prgposals to force.reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected-editorigl choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secutar
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze nichegand smaller-market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence-whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raiging costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interests

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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"ﬁEgJL“ﬁ’ Kfo@'?g possrble to serve several mlssnons from* one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would.be forced to end — raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate.
expenses related to moving, constructlon of other facilities and ovérseeing forced’ relocatrons

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidlﬂ( rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity
expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to
impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation
-strong on the nation’s airwaves. It’s not just a Chnstran thlng everyone s fundamental constltutlonal

nghts are at stake '

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC
can only make rule changes based on evidence — and the evidence you submit can make a difference!

By Mail; Send a.letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket
number on"top of the Ietterto be sure jt is delivered to'the correct office:
MB Docket! Nor‘04-2335’ Comments m"Response to Localrsm Notlce of Proposed Rulemaklng

L, TR L R oo oot

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to
Using the U8 Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:
The Secretary The Secretary . o
o " Federal Commuriications Commission Feédéral Communications Commission.
445 12th Street, SW '9300 East Hampton Drive
Washington, DC 20554 . Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Ay g Attr: Chlef Medla Bureau . . Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By iﬁtemet" Visit hittp:/jwww.savadhiristianradio. com for easy step-by-step comment submission
assistance, e ) o "y ‘

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of
speech are threatened Describe the problematrc FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are
E-cl pfe‘&"ﬁﬁon‘hél‘* 16&3tihg yfﬁwéénaters ahd"Congressman Z vrsnt hﬁp Jivww.savechrisiianradio.com
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SavaGhristanRadio.com. .~ et o 00T IR Page 3 of 3




. w0 s, vieg Roceiyg,

L @ ) v
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ‘Q} Dﬁ/ »AR 2 s
MB Docket No. 04-233 Fo, 9 g

I submit the following comments in response to tI{@ﬂﬂo%}fm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the alf '90
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. D

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amengﬁent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, espeonallﬁ' h us broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed a ,o&rd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advnce frefn those who don't share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

o (2) The ﬁ,CC must.not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
—— _'rights to air time. "Riropdsed ptblic atcess requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reyelation of specnﬂc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programmlng, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such thihgs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices.

4) - The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious breadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. |
' .

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks —~ and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg YR
MB Docket No. 04-233 2 i FCC Mail Rontn

I submit the following comments in response to the Locallsﬁl Ma. qcf.Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), rele,ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233:

Any new FCC ryles, pohmes or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A

number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted,’ wd'uld dc; s0 — and must not be adopted.
o C‘"

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellglous broadca ters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editdrial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the ‘Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices: Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC Mail Rooey,

| submit the following comments in response {?g tMé‘l%ghs Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A

number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
R g

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellglon%B"rm,d sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adeOrﬁmard proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any

government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would infrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices. - . - - ... . .

(4) .The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smailer market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and

- eurtailed serviee-is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Lggalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. /‘/,4/? 2 5
0D

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend%e&@ights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaﬁ%te;gi us broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisg _ry/t;qeg.d Igoposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from:ttigse who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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March 18,2008
Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary . cted
Federal Communications Commission Received & Inspe
445 Twelfth Street, SW MAR 25 2008

Washington; DC 20554
| FCC Mail Rooin
Re:  Broadcast Localism Proceeding

MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Station WGRA-AM has been serving our community of Grady County, Georgia since 1949.
Next year will be our 60™ Anmversary of being the “Voice of Grady County” and we are planning a
big celebration of the great service provided to our commumty by WGRA Radio. Over the past 59
yeal:s, WGRA has devoted ¢ountless resources to serving our local community. Our Station
pﬁlfhlelpates in: our eommumiy,iand understands the needs of our community, not because of
govérhment Mandies bt Because the Station cares about our community and serving the public
interest. I write today to object to the burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the
Commission’s Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each of the proposals in the proceeding are

addressed separately below.

Communications Between Licensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned its misguided “ascertainment” requirements,
when it correctly concluded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may be relied

upon to ‘ensure; that breadcasters air programmmg that is responsive to the needs and interests of
the1r communjties. Nothing has changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a

difféent conclusionnow. If anything, broadecasters today face far more competition, from satellite
radw and TV, cable, the Internet, and iPods, to such an extent that market forces v1rtua11y ensure

that broadcasters air responsive programming, We know full well how important it is to address the




needs and interests of the people in our communities. If we don’t address those needs and interests,
we know that market forces will drive listeners and viewers elsewhere. Government mandates will

not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and expensive to be a good
broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or
the mandatory creation of advisory boards. The quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled
with Commission review as necessary and public input at renewal time, has worked adequately over
the past 25 years. The potential benefits, if any, of these unfunded mandatory proposals are
severely outweighed by the costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should be given the flexibility, in
their important role as stewards of the broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities
in a manner that best suits the station and the community.

Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without station
personnel present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly important in
emergency situations, where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted elsewhere. This Station
opposes any efforts to remove the flexibility that the Commission has wisely provided to
broadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot afford to staff their facility during all hours of
operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be an extreme disservice to the public.
Other broadcasters have invested thousands of dollars in technology to be sure we are
immediately notified of any on-air problems. We don’t believe the Commission should nullify
those investments and require us to make even more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many years,
stations have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the communities they
serve. Due to variations in topography, and in order to address the needs of the various
communmes they serve, broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible approach the FCC has

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of voice-
tracking. Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular non-local
talent to the local airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on this ability would
be a disserviée to the public, and any disclosure requirements potentially would infringe the First
Amendment rights of broadcasters.  Similarly, station playlists are a matter of licensees’
discretion, and are tdilored fo serve the fastes of the communities they serve. The Commission is
prohibited- b}n statiite*from regulating the content of broadcast material, and should not encroach on
the &ditorial freedarhs breadcasters enjoy under the First Amendment.

License Renewal Procedures




Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local programming. Such
a proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters. Therefore, this Station

opposes any government mandates in the form of quotas or specific minimum hours of local
programming. Broadcasters who work and live in their local communities, and who inherently
know the needs and interests their communities, are in the best position to determine how best to
provide responsive programming, including local programming, and to allocate their resources
accordingly. Broadcasters need the flexibility that is built into the current system. It is this
flexibility that allows us to provide programming that best serves the public interest.

Everyone at our station is opposed to the localism issues currently being considered by the FCC.
Not because it will place more burden on us to comply with unnecessary regulations, but because it
will cause us to spend time performing duties that have no immediate benefit to our community. In
order for us to continue to serve our community with local news, weather, coverage of football,
baseball and basketball games, live broadcasts from the School Board and County Commissioners
and local interest stories, we have fo continue to have the freedom to operate our station remotely,
use satellite delivered programming and many other tools that would be eliminated in these
proposals. Please help us save small town radio. Please DO NOT institute these new Broadcast
Localism requirements.

General Manager
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| submit the following comments in response to the' @8 %Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. D

Comments in:Regpopseto Logalism-Notie.of Proposed Rulemaking

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendﬁ@ni rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would doso - and must not be adopted.

people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advis 14 rd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice trorh those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especuallhghgleg s broadcasters, to take advice from

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

tights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The ¢choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face leng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the.electricity.flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ﬁe :
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N’ggmﬁss.

Any new FCG rules, policies or procedures muét nd% ﬁolﬂe l}rst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mu 'r@@ae adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statiggs,kespecially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propgsed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who felist.advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and eves. 955 of license for choosing to follow their own
- consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
cohscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates-on any religion. . : -

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond.to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleciricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further -
squeezehiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 004-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mus{/ 4& »3 n%irrst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must bt b adopted.

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRI\%@ r,pposed advisory board proposals would impose stich
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters? E t advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and éj/ license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shé’rj fheir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

(2) The FCC must not turn evely radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements wouid do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously abjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rellglous broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cogrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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